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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This Office Action Is filed in response to amendments filed on 22 May 2007 in 
regard to Applicatipn# 10/738,318. Clainns 1-35 are currently pending and have been 
considered below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it. in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 1-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 

4. As to independent Claims 1, 13, 16 and 26, these claims recite the limitation 
"...generic reusable intermediate data format which is independent of a format used by 
the source platform code or on the one or more target platforms...". However, as 
discussed on page 6, para. [0020] of Applicants' specification, it is merely recited that: 

"...the generic reusable format representing a set of information elements that reflect the 
relevant aspects of the computer code originating in the source platform, such as the 



Application/Control Number: 10/738,318 
Art Unit: 2194 



Page 3 



flow, logic, user interface, etccetera. As illustrated by extensible Makup Language (XML) 
Processing block 250, these elements may be stored in an XML format." 
No discussion is made of the format being "independent of a fomiat used by the 

source platform code or on the one or more target platforms". As such, this 

added limitation is unsupported by the specification and, therefore, represents 

new matter. 

5. As to dependent Claims 2-12, 14, 15, 17-25 and 27-35, these claims fail 
to correct the deficiencies of the independent claims and are, therefore, rejected 
for the same reasoning as applied to Claims 1, 13, 16m and 26. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

7. Claims 1-4, 9-16, 18-23, and 26-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Vargas (US PGPub: 2004/01 03405). 



8. As to Claim 1 , Vargas discloses the invention substantially as claimed including 
a method for converting data suitable for use on a source platform into data suitable for 
use on one or more target platforms, said method comprising: 
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a) analyzing source platform code (para. [0091]); 

b) extracting information from said analyzed source platform code wherein said 
extracted information represents system model information which includes at least one 
of the logic, flow, user interface description, or data of said source platform code (para. 
[0092]); 

c) representing the extracted system model information in a generic reusable 
intemnediate data format which is Independent of a format used by the source platfomi 
code or on the one or more target platforms (para. [0047] and [01 10]); 

d) storing the generic reusable Intermediate data format representing the 
extracted information (para. [0046]); and 

e) transforming said generic reusable intermediate data format representing the 
extracted information Into code suitable for the one or more target platforms (para. 
[0093]). 

9. As to Claim 2, Varcas discloses wherein said defined structure and fomnat is 
XML (para. [0110]). 

1 0. As to Claim 3, Vargas discloses wherein said analyzing of said source platform 
code comprises: 

a) defining a language recognition tool (para. [0091]); and 

b) using said defined language recognition tool to recognize elements of a 
program in a particular language (para. [0091]). 
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11. As to Claim 4, Vargas discloses wherein said language recognition tool is based 
on an EBNF programming language grammar (para, [0118]), 

12. As to Claim 9, Vargas discloses producing a report from said extracted 
information (para. [0110]) (The XML document generated as a result of parsing the 
original source code meets this limitation). 

13. As to Claim 10, Vargas discloses analyzing and performing an intermediate 
transformation of said extracted information to assist with said report producing step 
(para, [0111]-[0112]). 

14. As to Claim 11, Vargas discloses wherein said report comprises at least one of: 
a user interface mock-up; data definitions; symbol counts; application flow; a generic 
XML report to assist in validating or verifying other complex manual migration of code 
from one platform to another platform; and details. of a status of migration of code from 
one platform to another platform for a user (para, [0110]) (The XML document meets 
this limitation both by creating as a generic XML document and by containing the flow of 
the program by maintaining a hierarchy of how the elements are related), 

1 5. As to Claim 12, Vargas discloses wherein said transforming step comprises: 
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a) defining a set of transformation rules specific to said target platform (Fig, 5-14 
andPgs. 9-11)\ and 

b) using said transformation rules in transforming said extracted infomiation into 
code suitable for said target platform (Fig. 5-14 and Pgs. 9-11), 

16. As to Claim 13, Vargas discloses the invention substantially as claimed including 
a mechanism for migrating computer code from a source platform to one or more target 
platforms comprising: 

a) a means for preparing source files (Fig. 28) (The parser 112 meets this 
limitation)] 

b) means for extracting information from said prepared source files wherein said 
extracted information represents system model information which includes at least one 
of logic, flow, user interface description, or data of said source files (para. [0092])] 

c) means for representing the extracted system model information in a generic 
reusable intermediate data format which is independent of a format used by the source 
files or the one or more target platforms (para. [0047] and [01 10]); 

d) means for storing the generic reusable intermediate data format representing 
the extracted information (para. [0046]); and 

e) means for transforming said generic reusable intermediate data format 
representing the extracted information into code suitable for the one or more target 
platforms (para. [01 1 1H01 13]). 
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17. As to Claim 14, Vargas discloses a means for preparing reports on said 
prepared source files (para, [0110]). 

18. As to Claim 15, Vargas discloses a means for creating transformation rules to 
assist with said transforming means and a means for inputting said transformation rules 
into said means for transforming said generic reusable intermediate data format (Fig. 5- 
UandPgs, 9-11). 

19. As to Claim 16, being a computer program product of the method of Claim 1, it is 
rejected for the same reasons as Claim 1 above. 

20. As to Claim 18, Vargas discloses code for generating reports based on said 
generic reusable intermediate data format representing the extracted information (para, 
[0110]). 

21 . As to Claim 19, Vargas discloses code for analyzing and processing said generic 
reusable intennediate data format representing the extracted information to assist said 
code for generating reports (para, [0111]). 

22. As to Claim 20, Vargas discloses code for generating an output file representing 
the code suitable for use on said target platform {para. [0110]'[0111]). 
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23. As to Claim 21, Vargas discloses said code for transforming comprises: 

a) code for inputting a set of transformation rules specific to said target platform; 

and 

b) code for using said transformation rules to convert said generic reusable 
intermediate data format representing the extracted information into said code suitable 
for use on said target platform (Fig. 5-14 and pgs 9-11), 

24. As to Claim 22, Vargas discloses code for storing said generic reusable 
intermediate data format representing the extracted information of said code suitable for 
use on said source platform in XML format (para, [0096] and [0110]). 

i 

25. As to Claim 23, Vargas discloses code for generating an output file representing 
said generic reusable intermediate data format representing the extracted information 
that reflect said relevant aspects of said code suitable for use on said source platform 
(para. [0096] and [0110]). 

26. As to Claim 26, this claim is rejected for the same reasoning as providied for 
Claim 1, with Vargas further teaching: 

a) memory storing a transformation program operating to (para. [0036] and Fig 1, 
item 106) (The program is stiown as being stored on the computer 106)\ and 

b) a processor for executing said transformation program (para. [0037] and Fig 1, 
item 106) 
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27. As to Claim 27, Vargas discloses said defined structure and format is XML (para. 
[0110]). 

28. As to Claim 28, Vargas discloses wherein said analyzing of said source platform 
code comprises: 

a) defining a language recognition tool (para. [0091])', and 

b) using said defined language recognition tool to recognize elements of a 
program in a particular language (para. [0091]). 

29. As to Claim 29, Varoas discloses wherein said language recognition tool is 
based on an EBNF programming language grammar (para. [01 18]). 

30. As to Claim 30, Vargas discloses wherein said transformation program operates 
to further analyze a program operating on a source platfomi by: defining a custom 
analysis tool that Is specific to said program operating on said source platform; and 
using said defined custom analysis tool to pre-process said program operating on said 
source platform before said extracting of infomnation (para. [0087]-[0089] and [0091]- 
[0093]) (In order to analyze each of the different languages specified, it is inherent that 
the analysis tool used for each language be tailored to that language). 
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31 . As to Claim 31, Vargas discloses wherein said transformation program operates 
to further analyze a program operating on a source platform by: defining a tool to be 
used for analyzing said source program operating on said source platform; and using 
said defined tool to identify elements of said source program operating on said source 
platform that are relevant and not-relevant to said transforming of said extracted 
information (para. [0118]) (The analyzer contains a component to determine what 
Information need not or cannot be converted to the target language. Who supplies the 
utility is irrelevant to the operation of the system). 

32. As to Claim 32, Vargas discloses wherein said transformation program further 
operates to: produce a report from said extracted information (para. [0110]) (The XML 
document generated as a result of parsing the original source code meets this 
limitation). 

33. As to Claim 33, Vargas discloses wherein said transformation program further 
operates to: analyze and perform an intermediate transformation of said extracted 
information to assist with said report producing (para. [0111]'[0112]). 

34. As to Claim 34, Vargas discloses said report comprises one or more of: a user 
interface mock-up; data definitions; symbol counts; application flow; a generic XML 
report to assist in validating or verifying other complex manual migration of code from 
one platform to another platform; and details of a status of migration of code from one 
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platform to another platform for a user (para. [01 10]) (The XML document meets this 
limitation both by creating as a generic XML document and by containing the flow of the 
program by maintaining a hierarchy of how the elements are related). 

35. As to Claim 35, Vargas discloses said transformation program operates to 
transform said extracted information by: 

a) defining a set of transformation rules specific to said target platform (Fig. 5-14 
andPgs. 9-11); and 

b) using said transfomiation rules in transfomiing said extracted information into code 
suitable for said target platform (Fig. 5-14 and Pgs. 9-1 1). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

36. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fomns the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

37. Claims 5-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Vargas in view of Reid et al (US Pat: 6,560,592), hereinafter Reid. 
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38. As to Claim 5, Vargas does not disclose said language recognition tool is an 
ANTLR language recognition tool. Reid discloses the use of a parse generated using 
the ANTLR parser generator (Col. 19, Lines 48-66). 

39. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the method disclosed by Varaas wlth the ANTLR teachings of Reid 
because of the ease of use and standardization of output that tools such as ANTLR 
provide. Parser generators such as ANTLR generate parsers for text based on the 
syntax of the language the software developer wishes to parse. By allowing the 
developer to Input a description of the language he or she wishes to parse, a tool such 
as ANTLR will output a program capable of parsing that language in a standardized 
way, without requiring the developer to generate a unique parser for each language by 
hand. 

40. As to Claim 6, Vargas discloses wherein said analyzing step further comprises: 
defining a custom analysis tool that is specific to said source platfonm code; and using 
said defined custom analysis tool to pre-process said source platform code before said 
extracting of information (para. [0087]-[0089] and [0091 ]-[0093J) (In order to analyze 
each of the different languages specified, it is inherent that the analysis tool used for 
each language be tailored to that language to read that inputted language and give a 
proper output). 
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41 . As to Claim 7, Vargas discloses wherein said analyzing step further comprises: 
defining a custom analysis tool that is specific to said source platfomi code; and using 
+said defined custom analysis tool to post-process said source platform code after said 
extracting of information (para. [0087]-[0089] and [0091 ]-[0093]) (In order to analyze 
each of the different languages specified, it is inherent that the analysis tool used for 
each language be tailored to that language to read that inputted language and give a 
proper output). 

42. As to Claim 8, Vargas discloses wherein said analyzing step further comprises: 
defining a tool to be used for analyzing said platform code; and using said defined tool 
to identify elements of said source platform code that are relevant and not-relevant to 
said transforming of said extracted information (para. 10118]) (The analyzer contains a 
component to determine what inforrhation need not or cannot be converted to the target 
language. Who supplies the utility is irrelevant to the operation of the system). 

43. Claims 17, 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Vargas in view of Li (US Pat: 6,546,549). 

44. As to Claim-17, Vargas does not explicitly disclose code for optimizing said 
source platfomri for extraction. However, Li does disclose optimizing said code by using 
templates for the same software platforms but from different execution platforms to be 
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utilized to generate new code that would be confipatible with all of the execution 
platforms, involved (Col. 4, Lines 23-62). 

45. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the computer program product disclosed by Vargas with the 
teachings of Li to allow for the target source code produced by Vargas 's system to be 
executable on multiple execution platforms in the new language upon which the target 
source would be composed. 

46. As to Claim 24, it is rejected for the same reasons as Claim 17 above. 

47. As to Claim 25, Vargas discloses code for perfomiing customized extraction of 
information from said code suitable for use on said source platform (para. [0107]-[0108]) 
(The user computer program product can select which source platform Wes to process). 

Response to Arguments 

48. Applicant's arguments filed 22 May 2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

49. As to Claim 1 , Applicants' argue that Varoas does not teach "...representing the 
extracted system model information in a generic reusable intermediate data format 
which is independent of a format Used by the source platfomn code or on the one or 
more target platforms". Examiner respectfully disagrees. As discussed in the 35 U.S.C 
112, first paragraph, rejection above, Applicants' recite merely using an XML document 
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as being the generic format in which the intermediate information is stored. Since 
Vargas discloses that the SourceUnit DOM is stored as an XML document (para. 
[01 10]), the claim limitation is met. 

50. Applicants' cite para. [0030] of Vargas as showing features which make the 
above cited limitation unnecessary. This is simply incorrect. Vargas states that it is the 
tool, that is, the executing program, vyhich uses "tables and specific language 
knowledge" to convert the intermediate data as represented by the SourceUnit DOM 
into the target code. It is the specific knowledge of the source and target languages that 
allow for the intermediate representation to be generic. For these, reasons. Examiner 
maintains the rejection of Claim 1. 

51 . As to the rejections of Claims 2-35, being argued for the same reasoning as 
applied to Claim 1, Examiner maintains the rejections of these claims for the same 
reasoning as applied to the arguments for Claim 1 . 

Conclusion 

52. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. SeeMPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

53. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
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TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

54. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Richard Pantoliano Jr whose telephone number is (571) 
270-1049. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday, 8am - 4 pm 
EST. 

55. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Thomson can be reached on (571)272-3718. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned Is 571- 
273-8300. 
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56. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status infomnation for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

RP 

08/06/2007 




